Summary. The purpose of this study was to compare the effectiveness of the use of communicative methods and form-focused methods as implemented in English for Specific Purposes (ESP) courses. To accomplish this, two groups of management students were selected for the study. Each group consisted of 30 participants. Their level of proficiency in English and their subject matter knowledge were tested through a sample of IELTS and a pre-test. The two groups were at the same level of proficiency in both general English and English for Students of Management before receiving treatment in 20 sessions within a period of 75 days. Participants in Group A received a form-focused method with some occasional uses of their L1. In Group B, however, the participants were exposed to a communicative ESP course which exclusively relied on English the L2. After the period of treatment, the two groups were examined via a post-test. Results showed that Group B was more successful in the post-test. Moreover, the learners who were proficient in English and the subject matter achieved more from the communicative methods of language teaching in the ESP course. Findings imply that the nature of the subject matter, or whether it is theoretical or applied, could be a factor in deciding a method of language teaching for ESP courses.
Introduction

English for Specific Purposes (ESP) is a method of language teaching in which A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF FORM-FOCUSED AND COMMUNICATIVE METHODS OF LANGUAGE TEACHING IN ESP COURSES
-153 -A central question that demands rigorous research is the way ESP should be configured. Communicative methods of language teaching and formfocused methods can contribute to the application of teaching methods in ESP courses, although in practice these two methods differently approach the process of teaching. Communicative methods normally rest on the fundamental idea that L1 and L2 are in some ways equal (the L1=L2 hypothesis) (Nation, 2005) . Some researchers (Macaro, 2009; Rivers, 2011; Karimnia & Izadparast, 2007) have indicated that the native language of L2 learners cannot be fully excluded from L2 classrooms. In contrast, some other studies (Davila, 2005; Tang, 2002) claimed that full exposure to L2 is not the ultimate purpose of learning a new language.
The usage of L1 as a vehicle for transferring information and a means of interaction has been a popular topic for investigation among EFL and ESP teachers. Some argue that L1 can help the process of teaching/learning when properly employed. On the other hand, some researchers have insisted that prohibiting the use of L1 would not be conducive to the process, particularly in ESP courses (Dujmovic, 2007) . Whether or not the focus on form, accompanied by occasional uses of L1, can contribute to ESP courses is a matter that demands further investigation.
This study seeks to make a comparison between communicative methods of language teaching and form-focused language teaching in ESP courses. These two methods of language teaching have been widely studied in the history of language teaching. However, their effectiveness in ESP courses has not been properly examined in these research projects. This study investigates an empirical context in which two groups of management students received two different teaching treatments (communicative and form-focused).
The study, more specifically, tries to answer the question which method may better serve ESP courses and to explore further the conditions that cause the more effective method.
Literature Review
In the literature on ESP, the majority of research projects have focused on ESP textbooks, learners' needs, and learners' attitudes. Therefore, the role of Amin KARIMNIA, teaching methods and the languages used in ESP have not been rigorously explored. Khoshsima and Khosravani (2014) reported that Iranian ESP teachers did not express positive attitudes about the teaching methods employed in ESP courses and textbooks. They believed some fundamental corrections had to be implemented to render these courses more effective.
A number of studies have revealed that using L1 in ESP courses could be helpful (see Khresheh, 2012; Jafari & Shokrpour, 2013; Mart, 2013) . These findings, however, have been interpreted as challenges to the consistency of communicative methods of language teaching with ESP courses. Jamshidi and Naveebrahimi (2013) found that the use of Persian (L1) had a positive impact on learners' confidence in English classrooms. Similarly, L2 learners who interact in their native language are likely to be more encouraged in ESP classes (Spahiu, 2013) . Of course, McMillan and Rivers (2011) argued that in order to benefit from L1 in communication, L1 must be selectively and appropriately employed. Nonetheless, Cook (2001) contends that L1 and L2 rest on two different linguistic systems with specific features. As a result, learners should limit their reliance on L1 and interact communicatively to accomplish their objectives in L2 learning. Learners need maximum exposure to L2 to learn it in the most effective way. Mattioli (2004 , cited in Davila, 2005 similarly asserts that the use of L1 is not effective, and that even grammatical points should be explained in English. Recently, a large body of research projects and reviews on second language acquisition (SLA) research have demonstrated that FFI can potentially help learners to develop their awareness of L2 (Spada, 2006) . Long (1991) distinguished "focus-on-forms" from "focus-on-form" instruction.
Focus-on-forms is evident in the traditional approach to grammar teaching based on a synthetic syllabus. The underlying assumption is that language learning is a process of accumulating distinct entities. In such an approach, learners are required to treat language primarily as an "object" of study that is practiced bit by bit. In other words, learners function as "students" rather than as "users" of the language (Ellis, 2006) . On the other hand, focus-on-form "draws students' attention to linguistic elements as they arise incidentally in lessons whose overriding focus is on meaning or communication" (Long, 1991, pp. 45-46) . According to Long and Robinson (1998) , such an approach is to be distinguished not only from focus-on-form but also from focus-on-meaning.
The aim of this study was to compare the effectiveness of form-focused language teaching and communicative methods in ESP courses. To accomplish this, two groups of learners were taught by these methods in order to find which one is more effective in ESP courses. In the communicative method, meaning is emphasized, and English (L2) is the only vehicle for explaining the content of the course. In form-focused instruction, in contrast, grammatical structures are the main focus of instruction and L1 of is used in some occasions to explain the content of the course.
Method Participants
Participants of this study were selected from among students of Management at Chabahar Maritime University, Iran. They were classified into two groups, each one consisting of 30 participants. Group A included 17 males and 13 females, and Group B consisted of 18 males and 12 females. These participants were aged 20-24. The general English proficiency of these participants was tested by a sample of IELTS test. This test was used to make
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Materials
In this study, a pre-test and a post-test were used to examine the participants' proficiency in English for Students of Management. These tests, which were formulated as multiple-choice questions, were designed by the researchers of the study. The pre-test and post-test shared the same design. The aim of the first section was to examine the participants' knowledge of technical terms in management. The second section, however, examined the participants' proficiency in grammar. Although the main purpose of the second part was to verify grammatical proficiency, the participants had to have knowledge of technical terms in management to perform well. The third section consisted of two reading comprehension texts. Each part consisted of a passage about management followed by 5 multiple-choice questions. Totally, each test consisted of 15 questions for testing vocabulary, 15 questions for testing grammatical knowledge in special texts of management, and 10 questions for testing the participants' proficiency in understanding special texts in management.
Procedure
Primarily, a sample of IELTS was administered to make sure that the participants were at the same level of proficiency in general English and English for Students of Management. Both groups of participants were taught by the same instructor. However, the two groups were exposed to different methods. In Group A, the instructor relied on a form-focused method to teach the content of the course. He used both English and Persian to explain grammatical structures. Persian equivalents of technical vocabulary terms were also used to explain the meanings of the words. He also used Persian to elaborate on reading passages. Amin KARIMNIA, In Group B, however, the instructor used only a communicative method to teach the content of the course. Even the meanings of special vocabulary and grammatical points were explained in English. The two classes were taught throughout a period of three months, with two sessions held every week. After this period of treatment, both language proficiency levels were examined through the post-test.
Data analysis
The data gathered in this study were statistically analyzed using SPSS.
The means of scores of both groups in the pre-test and post-test were calculated. Additionally, two t-tests were also conducted. The purpose of the first t-test was to compare the proficiency level of the participants before the treatment. The second t-test, however, was to compare the performance of the two groups after the treatment. The obtained means and p-values could serve as a criterion for comparing the progress of the two groups which were exposed to two different methods (form-focused and communicative) within an ESP-based framework.
Findings and Result
A t-test, as mentioned earlier, was used to compare the scores of the two groups in the pre-test (see Table 1 for results). The obtained p-value in this test was 0.9654, which was not statistically significant. This value and the means of the two groups revealed that there was no significant difference between the participants' scores on the pre-test. In other words, the two groups were almost at the same level of proficiency before the treatment of the two different methods. The second t-test was conducted to compare the participants' scores on the post-test (see Table 2 ). The obtained means and p-value (0.1243) clarified that there was no significant difference between the performances of the two groups. Although the p-value was not less than 0.05, it could still point to a difference. In other words, the performance of Group B, which received the teaching using a communicative method, was relatively better than the performance of Group A, which was taught through the form-focused method. As can be seen in Table 2 , the mean of scores of Ggroup B was higher than of Group A.
Discussion
The results obtained in this study suggest that employing communicative methods of language teaching in ESP classrooms help learners' improve their L2 proficiency more successfully. In most ESP courses, learners normally possess rich background knowledge of the subject matter they study. This knowledge is critical for the success of L2 learners. In fact, in the majority of cases, learners are completely familiar with the content of the course. Relying on this thematic background knowledge, learners can make inferences and easily distinguish problematic issues. In cases where learners are not knowledgeable enough in English to understand some parts of the specific content, they may rely on their background knowledge of the subject matter Amin KARIMNIA, to fill the gap. This is critically important in two respects. First, this strategy helps learners to receive a higher amount of input. In such cases, learners tend to compensate their insufficient knowledge in specialized English by activating their technical knowledge of the subject matter. In fact, learning can be seen as a dynamic process that can be facilitated by recourse to a variety of resources, including knowledge of English and knowledge of the subject matter.
When one of these available resources is insufficient, the other resources can be adopted. This process of learning and receiving input continues throughout the course. Receiving increased input could lead to expanded learning.
Therefore, when the content of the ESP course is taught in English without using L1, learners can enjoy a better chance of receiving a larger body of original input that can be internalized by relying on a variety of resources.
Secondly, the process of learning by receiving input from a variety of resources can be very motivating for learners. In fact, it can function as a psychologically positive force to motivate learners. When one resource is not sufficient to help learners, another one comes into action. Therefore, learning through a number of channels can be beneficial from both cognitive and psychological perspectives. However, one important point that should not be overlooked here is that learners who attend ESP courses usually possess unequal levels of knowledge both in the subject matter and English. There is no doubt that thematic knowledge can be effectively used to fill the gaps of knowledge in English. As the participants of this study were at a relatively high level of proficiency in English and management, they tended to achieve more in the communicative course (Group B), in which focus-on-forms was not a concern. Therefore, the inconsistency between the results obtained in this study and those of studies that found different results (such as Jamshidi & Navehebrahimi, 2013; Spahiu, 2013) can be explained by learners' differences in levels of technical knowledge and English proficiency. The results of this study imply that when learners possess a high level of knowledge in the subject matter and English proficiency, they may benefit more from communicative methods of language teaching in ESP.
Another issue is that the nature (theoretical or applied) of the subject matter can have a significant influence on the success of the ESP courses. As a result, any conclusion drawn from such studies must be subjected to caution.
